- -
" [

R ,\ B 4 .
N - . N e “Na - P . . \ L n X . - . g . N

Lo N

{

TECHNICAL 'MEMORANDUM

INTERIM ESTRELLA ROADWAY, PHASE I
RAILROAD CROSSING ALIGNMENT STUDY

@EFERENCE COPY

DO NOT REMOVE FROM
OFFICE

RETURN AT END OF DAY

| N
PREPARED FOR |
MARICOPA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Gannett Fleming, Inc.
3001 E. Camelback Rd. #130
. Phoenix, AZ 83016

April 1996



-

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.  INTRODUCTION .......... TR AU
2. CROSSING OPTIONS ............................... PR .
3. TRAFFICVOLUMES ............ S SO
4 IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVES .. ... ..ot
5.  EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES ..., o
6. REALIGNMENT OF 163RD AVENUE .......... R S
7. RECOMMENDATIONS ... ...t n
8. REVENUE SOURCES .. .. ... ................ ....... L

APPENDIX A - Estrella Freeway Design Concept by ADOT
APPENDIX B - Cost Estimate Details

APPENDIX C - Drainage Issues on 163rd Avenue

" APPENDIX D - Meeting Minutes




f - - -' - - -I -l ‘- - — -l - - i
.- . A . s . B ' R g
2 . N "
. .

1.

INTRODUCTION

As part of the final design efforts for the Interim Estrella Roadway (Phase 1), a planning-level analysis
has been undertaken to examine alternative railroad crossing options. The Interim Estrella Roadway
is located approximately 900 meters southeast of the Beardsley Canal and extends in a southwest to
northeast direction for one kilometer either side of Grand Avenue (see Figure 1). The design project
is at the 90% stage and includes an at-grade intersection with both Grand Avenue and the Burlington
Northern-Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad. :
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CROSSING OPTIONS

There are five basic design options for Estrella Roadway traffic to cross Grand Avenue and the BNSF
Railroad. They are illustrated on Figure 2 and include:

At-Grade Crossing - This involves traffic signalization with railroad pre-emption.

Half-Bridge Crossing - This consists of a 16.8 meter wide bridge over Grand Avenue and
the Railroad. It will be constructed on the alignment of the planned southbound freeway
lanes (see Appendix A for the ADOT Freeway Plans). It will initially carry two lanes of
traffic, but the 16.8 meter width will ultimately accommodate three lanes of southbound
traffic.

Full-Bridge Crossing - Two 16.8 meter wide bridges will be constructed as proposed in the
ADOT Design Concept Report. Three lanes of traffic in each direction will be
accommodated.

Tunnel - This is similar to the Full-Bridge option except that the Estrella Roadway will pass
beneath Grand Avenue and the BNSF Railroad.

Widened Half-Bridge - This consists of a 22.2 meter wide bridge over Grand Avenue and .
the Railroad. It will be constructed on the alignment of the planned southbound freeway
lanes. Initially, it will carry one lane in each direction. As traffic volumes increase, it will
accommodate two lanes in each direction..

3. TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Figure 3 shows the projected growth in traffic volumes on the Estrella Roadway at Grand Avenue.
The data has been excerpted from the Estrella Traffic Analysis Report prepared for MCDOT in 1995.




If the at-grade crossing is constructed in 1996, the intersection’s level of service is projected to
decline to a Level “E” by the year 2006. This would necessitate construction of one of the grade
separation options described above.

If the Half-Bridge Crossing were constructed either initially (Year 1997) or when the at-grade

crossing fails (Year 2006), it would accommodate the projected traffic volumes only until the Year
2016 when the Full-Bridge Crossing (or Tunnel) would be warranted.

Construction of the Full-Bridge Crossing, Tunnel, or Widened Half-Bridge is projected to’
satisfactorily accommodate traffic volumes through the Year 2025.

4. IMPLEMENTATION ALTERNATIVES

Given the five different crossing options and their varying effectiveness in accommodating the

projected traffic volumes, this section of the report presents seven distinct implementation
alternatives. Each alternative consists of a 20-year scenario during whxch physical improvements will

be phased to meet the growth in traffic volumes.

Figure 4 illustrates an overview of the seven alternatives including the phasing, costs (Future Dollars),
and traffic volume projections. Following is a brief description of each alternative:

. Alternative 1 - Construct the At-Grade Crossing in 1996; the first Half-Bridge in 2006; and _
~ the second half bridge in 2016. This alternative best matches the growth in traffic volumes,
but requires three separate construction phases. :

. Alternative 2 - Construct the At-Grade Crossing in 1996; and a Full- Bridge in 2006.
Although this provides more capacity than is needed in 7006 the construction phases have
. been reduced to two.

. Alternative 3 - Construct the At-Grade Crossing in 1996; and a Tunnel in 2006. This is
similar to Alternative 2 except for the profile along the Estrella Roadway.

. Alternative 4 - Construct the Half-Bridge Crossing in- 1997; and the Second Half-Bridge
in 2016. This provides excess capac1ty in the early years, but requires only two
construction phases.

. Alternative 5 - Construct the Full-Bridge in 1997. This provides excess capacity in the
early years, but requires only one construction phase.

. Alternative 6 - Construct the Tunnel in 1997. This is similar to A]tematlve 5 except for the
profile along the Estrella Roadway.
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. Alternative 7 - Construct the widened Half-Bridge in 1997. This is similar to Alternative
4 except that the second half bridge is not required.

Figure 5 presents a summary of the féatures for each alternative. Cost information in Figure 5 is
given in both constant 1996 dollars and in future-year dollars (assuming 5% per year). Itemized cost

- estimate details are presented in Appendix B.

5. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

" In order to evaluate the relative merits of each alternative, a listing of five criteria were established.

These criteria were chosen to focus on economics and user impacts. They include:

. Total Cost - This represents the future year costs which are the amounts to be programmed
from each agency’s budget.

. Initial Cost - This represents the amounts needed in 1996 to imp]ement only Phase 1 of
each alternative. This is an important variable since most agencies have already
programmed their 1996 funds.

*  Maintenance Costs - For this analysis, all alternatives were ranked equally, except for the
tunnel.

. Maintenance and Protection of Traffic - Those alternatives with the smaller number of
phases were ranked more favorably. However, the tunnel (1 phase) was penalized due to
a complex construction detour scheme for Grand Avenue traffic and the BNSF Railroad.

. Accident Potential - Alternatives with the at-grade crossing were penalized due to the
higher number of potential traffic conflicts through the signalized intersection. In addition,
the widened half-bridge was penalized due to its-concrete median barrier.

Flgure 6 summarizes the results of the evaluation. Altematlves 7 and S scored the best with their only
drawback being a higher initial cost in 1996.

6. REALIGNMENT OF 163RD AVENUE

As part of this study, realignment of 163rd Avenue was analyzed. The goal was to close the existing
163rd/BNSF Railroad Crossing and realign 163rd Avenue southeasterly to the Estrella Roadway
(with its new BNSF Railroad Crossing). As can be seen on Figure 7, there are numerous constraints
and design issues including:
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Maintaining a 90 kph (55 mph) design speed

- Minimizing impacts to established land uses
Crossing the Beardsley Canal
Crossing the McMicken Channel
Providing vertical clearance to the overhead transmission lines
Aligning with the proposed Deer Valley Drive by Del Webb
Mitigating flood plain impacts (see Appendix C)

wme o oW

Two alternatives are shown on Figure 7. Alternative A satisfies all of the above issues except for the
clearance at the transmission lines. It passes beneath the lines at their lowest sag elevation and would
require three new towers to raise the lines. Alternative B passes beneath the power lines adjacent to
a tower, thereby improving the likelihood of adequate vertical clearance. However, it impacts a
portion of an established land use and it does not align with Deer Valley Drive.

Figure 8 presents the cost estimates for Alternative A and B. The costs are in 1996 dollars and do
not include right-of-way. See Appendix B for cost estimate details.

7. RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the analyses and data presentea in this report, the following recommendations are advanced:.

J If additional funding can be obtained, Alternative 7 the widened Half-Bridge Crossing
should be constructed. It represents the least total cost alternative; would have the least
impact on the traveling public; and avoids construction of an at-grade railroad crossing.

. If additional funding cannot be obtained, the at-grade crossing should be constructed as an
interim facility with the widened half-bridge to be built in 2006.

. If closure of the 163rd/BNSF railroad crossing is ever required or desired, Alternative A
realignment of 163rd Avenue should be adopted. Prior to finalizing this alignment,
additional field survey is required to establish the optimum location for underpassing the
power lines.

8. REVENUE SOURCES

In an attempt to identify potential funding sources for implementation of Alternative 7, a series of two
meetings were held with involved stakeholders. Meeting attendees included:

. MCDOT
’ ADOT
. BNSF Railroad
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. City of Surprise
. Landowners

Meetings were held at the MCDOT offices on January 31, 1996 and February 22, 1996. Minutes of
these meetings are included in Appendix D. Although no significant funding sources could be
identified at these meetings, an issue of providing direct access ramps to/from the Estrella Roadway
at Grand Avenue was raised. In response to this, Figure 9 illustrates a concept of providing loop
ramps on the west side of Grand Avenue to/from the Estrella Roadway. These ramps and associated
roadway improvements are estimated to cost $3.5 million. In addition, approximately 76 acres of
extra night-of~way would be required. :
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FIGURE 5

l[; YEAR ESTIMATE YEAR ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
ALTERNATE | A | DESCRIPTION BUILT PER D REQUIRED PER | CONSTRUCTION | CONSTRUCTION COST
S ALTERNATE AD.T. TRAFFIC COST (1996 $) (Future $)
E \ IN YEAR STUDY
BUILT
A | At Grade X-ing 1996 3000 1996 $1.6M $1.6M
1 First Half Bridge 2006 18000 2006 $3.6M $5.9M
C | Second Half Bridge 2016 32000 2016 $3.1M $8.2M
| ALTERNATE 1 TOTAL COST $8.3M $15.7M
A | At Grade X-ing 1996 3000 1996 $1.6M $1.6M
5 Full Bridge 2006 18000 2006 $6.5M $10.6M
ALTERNATE 2 TOTAL COST $8.1IM $12.2M
A | AtGrade X-ing 1996 3000 1996 $1.6M $1.6M
3 B | Tunnel 2006 18000 2006 $8.1M $13.2M
. ALTERNATE 3 TOTAL COST $9.6M $14.8M
A | First Half Bridge 1997 3000 2006 $3.3M $3.3M
4 Second Half Bridge 2016 32000 2016 $3.1M $8 2M
ALTERNATE 4 TOTAL COST $6.4M $11.5M
A | Full Bridge 1997 3000 2016 $6.2M $6.2M
’ ALTERNATE 5 TOTAL COST $6.2M $6.2M
A | Tunnel 1997 3000 2016 $7.8M $7.8M
6 ALTERNATE 6 TOTAL COST $7.8M $7.8M
A -| Widened Half Bridge 1997 3000 2006 ° $4.1M $4.1M
' ALTERNATETTOTALCOST | | sam_ | M




FIGURE 6
- EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

- Alt No. Description Total Cost | Initial Cost | Maint. Cost l M&P Traffic | Accident Potential Score

I | At Grade/HalfHalf | 3 o 2 3 3 12

2 | At Grade/Full 3 o 2 3 3 o

3| At Grade/Tunnel 3 1 2 3 3 12
© 4 |HalfHalf 3 2 2 2 1 10

5 Full 2 3 2 ! 1 9

6 | Tunnel 2 3 3 3 I | 12
........... 7 ) Widened Halt | 1 | 2 2 o] 2 .
LEGEND: Note:

3= Higher . Lowest score represents the better alternate

2 = Moderate
1 = Lower
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FIGURE 8

ALTERNATES FOR REALIGNMENT

OF 163RD AVENUE

Alt A North Alignment

Alt B ) South Alignment

*

Excluding Alignment Modification South of Estrella Roadway
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APPENDIX A

ESTRELLA FREE'WAY_DESIGN CONCEPT
DRAWINGS BY ADOT
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APPENDIX B
COST ESTIMATE DETAILS
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TABLE 1

. BASE COST ESTIMATES
INTERIM ROAD VS. GRADE SEPARATION

INTERIM ESTRELLA ROADWAY
RAILROAD CROSSING STUDY

107.01% N.PD.ES. 10,000.00 LS. 10 LS. 10,000.00 10 LS. 10,000.00 10 LS. 10,000.00
110.01 MOBILIZATION 50,000.00 LS. 10 LS 50.000.00 15 LS. 75.000.00 15 LS. 75.000.00
205.03 ROADWAY EXCAVATION 523  em. 22173 _em. 11596.48] 1.0000 cm. 5230004 10000 cm. 5,230.00
210.042 BORROW 785 cm_ || 420505 cm. 330,096.43] 95,0000 cm. 745,750.00 | 2400000 e, 1.884,000.00
215.037 DETENTION BASIN EXCAVATION 7.85 em. 7650 cm. 6005.25] 20000 cm. 15700.00f 20000 cm. 15,700.00
225.09 WATERING 50000 LS. 10 LS. 500.00 30 LS. 1,500.00 30 LS 1,500.00
301.01 SUBGRADE PREPARATION 1.868.00  km 22  Wm 4,109.60 22 km 4,109.60 27 km 5.043.60
310.071 AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (TON) 10.00 M.TON ! 12,4239 M. TON 124.239.00[ 11,5800 M.TON 115.800007 14,1000 M.ToN |  141.000.00
315.07 BITUMINOUS PRIME COAT (TON) 11100 MTON| 109 M.TON 1,202.90 109 M.TON 1,209.90 131 M.TON 1,454.10

(CONTINGENT ITEM) .
321.024 ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVING C-3/4 39.70 M.TON| 103000 M.TON 40891000 7,7000 M.TON 305.690.00] 92000 M.TON 365.240.00
32907 BITUMINOUS TACK COAT  (TON}) 111.00 M.TON 109 M.TON 1,209.90 109 M.TON 1,209.90 109 M.TON 1,209.90

) (CONTINGENT ITEM)
336.081 PAVEMENT SAWCUT 3280 m 4000 m 13,120.00 120 m 393.60 1220 m 393.60
401 TRAFFIC CONTROL 150000 LS. 10 LS. 1,500.00 10 LS 1,500.00 10 LS. 1,500.00
618.02324 | 24°RGRCP, CLASS I 18042 m 1580  m 28.686.78 230 m 4,149.66 230 m 4,149.66
623.01524 | 24" MAG IRRIGATION HW WATR (501-4) || 7,00000  EA 10 EA 7.000.00 00 EA 0.00 00 EA 0.00
623.01424 | 24" MAG HEADWALL 200000 EA 40 €A 8,000.00 20  EA 4,000.00 20 EA 4.000.00
61802336 36" RGRCP, CLASS Il 21250 m. 1560  m. 33,{50.00 12260 m. 260525004 17260 m 366.775.00
PIPE/DITCH TRANSITION 80000 EA 30 EA 2,400.00 30 EA 2,400.00 30  EA 2,400.00
D.G. (MEDIAN) 110 Sm 20000 Sm. | - 220000 00 _Sm. 0,001 00 _Sm. 0.00
MEDIAN CURS 1343 m 4130 m 5.422.69 00 m 0.00 00 m 0.00
UTILITY RELOGCATIONS 15,000.00 LS. 10 LS 15,000.00 1.0 LS. 15,000.00 10 LS 15.000.00
TRAFFIC SIGNAL (GRAND AVE.) 10000000 LS. 10 LS. 100.000.00 00 LS. 0.00 00 LS. 0.00
RAILROAD SIGNAL CROSSING 150,000.00 LS. 10- LS. 150,000.00 00 LS. 0.00 00 LS. 0.00
SIGNS AND MARKINGS 800000 LS. 10 LS.~ -8.000.00 10 LS. 8,000.00 10 LS. 8,000.00
BRIDGE 55000 S.m. 00 Sm 000} 18900 Sm. 1,039.50000f 37800 Sm. 2.079,000.00
LOOP 303 REALIGN.I 20000000 LS. 00 LS. 0.00 10 LS. 200,000.00 1.0 LS. 200,000.00
MAG HEADWALLS—36 5.000.00 EA 20  EA 10,000.00 60 EA 30.000.00 60 EA 30,00000
TRANSITION (DIVIDED TO UNDIVIDED) || 150.000.00  L.S. 00 LS. 0.00 00 LS 0.00 10 LS. 150,000.00
i
SUBTOTALS $1.332,356.02 $2.846.667 66 $5,366.595.86
CONTINGENCY 5% $66.617.80 $142333381 $268,329.79
SUBTOTALS $1,398,973.83 $2,989,001.04 $5.634.925.65
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING 10% $139.897.38 $298.900.10 $563.492.57
GRAND TOTAL $1,538,874.21 $3,267,901.15 1 $6,198,418.22
i
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APPENDIX C
DRAINAGE ISSUES ON 163RD AVENUE
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. This report is based on data contained in the “Whittmann Area Master Drainage

Study, Part A: Hydrology and Hydraulics and Part B: Stormwater Management Plans”.
Gannett Fleming, Inc. also used an aerial photo and the USGS 7.5 minute topographic
map McMicken Dam Quadrangle to analyze the current drainage conditions. Included
with this report is an exhibit which shows the proposed roadway alignments and
relevant -drainage data. We have also included a copy of the FIRM map which shows
the extent of the floodplains in the region.

The design of the realignment of 163rd Ave. should take into consideration the
following drainage issues: ‘

Discharge from the CAPSEAST culvert.
The unmaintained dike to the north of the closed Luke Auxiliary Field (LAF).
The box culvert under 163rd Ave. at Happy Valley Road (HVR).

The existing channel along the North side of Happy Valley Road east of 163rd
Ave. to approximately Bullard Ave.

The floodplain northeast of 163rd Ave. and north of the Beardsley Canal.

The ﬂoodplann between the Beardsley Canal and the McMicken Dam Qutlet
Channel.

The crossing of the Beardsley Canal and the McMicken Dam Outlet Channel.

The most important item to consider is the discharge from the CAPSEAST culvert.
This culvert passes storm flows under the CAP canal at a point which is
approximately 16,000 feet east of the CAP crossing of Grand Ave. (when measure=
along the CAP). The discharge from this culvert travels south east until it reaches the
unmaintained dike on the north side of the Luke Auxiliary Field. The water then flows
east along HVR in a channel, passing under 163rd Ave in a box culvert. The storm
runoff continues east along HVR in a channel for approximately 8,000 feet before
turning south to the Beardsley Canal. This runoff contributes to the existing '

‘floodplain which currently exists north of the Beardsley Canal and east of 163rd Ave.

If the unmaintained dike at LAF, the box under 163rd Ave at HVR or the channel
along HVR fail or have inadequate capacity the 100 year storm flows will travel
further south and adversely impact the realigned 163rd Ave. The realignment of




]

- . : SRR N . s N :

163rd Ave. does not warrant large expenditures for offsite drainage improvements.
But a discussion with the Flood Control District of Maricopa County to determine their
master plan for this area will ensure that the 163rd Ave. realignment can be properly
located and designed. : '

The realignment of 163rd Ave will require crossing both the Beardsley Canal (BC) and
the McMicken Dam Outlet Cannel {(MDOC). The BC has an existing floodplain along
it’s north and west side. The area between the BC and the MDOC is a floodplain.
Therefore, the design of this realignment will have to include a series of equilibrium
culverts to prevent the storm runoff from ponding on one -side of the road and to
prevent the movement of the floodplain limits. We recommend crossing the BC by
enclosing the canal in precast box culverts. The use of precast box culverts would
simplify construction, reduce the required canal dry up period and reduce the
complexity of widening the road in the future. We recommend crossing the MDOC
with a bridge. The use of a bridge is recommended because of the fact that this

" structure will be downstream of an existing dam. In the event of a catastrophic storm

or series of storms the chance of a bridge washing out is lower than that for a box.
Furthermore, the bridge and road could be designed so that during the extreme flood
the road will act as a broad weir and the bridge will still have available freeboard to
pass water. This type of layout will ensure that the realignment does not change
existing conditions by allowing water to pass from the north of the MDOC to the
south side of the channel.

The Whittman Area Drainage Master Study Part B includes a solution to flooding

problems in this area that may reduce the costs and liability of constructing a road

through an existing floodplain. Solution 13.1 states that existing culverts into the

Beardsley Canal located about 2100 feet east of Grand Ave. are crushed. The report

suggests replacing these culverts and increasing the height of the existing canal.

Further study would be required to verify that Solution 13.1 would in fact reduce or

eliminate the floodplain within the vicinity of realigned 163rd Ave. on the north side .
of BC. The implementation of Solution 13.1 would probably eliminate the need for

equilibrium culverts north of the BC.
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APPENDIX D

'MEETING MINUTES
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' Fax: (602) 553-8816
Office: (602) 553-8817

ESTRELLA RAILROAD CROSSING ALTERNATIVES
Meeting Minutes
January 31, 1996

- The meeting convened at 10:00 am in the Apache conference room of MCDOT. Copies of the

agenda and handout matenal were distributed, the attendance sign in sheet is attached.

Tom Buick opened-the meeting and outlined the agenda and meeting purpose. Following
instructions, George Flanagan provided an overview of the project and status of the design work on
the interim at-grade road project (70% plans complete). The following questions/issues were raised:

. Existing Deer Valley Drive no longer exists in the vicinity of the Estrella (Rudy San Miguel).
. Alt. B for 163rd Avenue realignment would not be acceptable to Del Webb due to its
intrusion into a developing area (Nick Taratsas). '
. At-grade railroad crossing for the Estrella Roadway is not acceptable to the BNSF leroad
~ (Rudy San Miguel).
. ADOT’s design concept for the access to Grand Avenue is no longer acceptable (i.e.,

frontage roads from Grand Avenue to a new T.I. at Litchfield Road). It requires too rnuch
indirect routing and Del Webb is not planning for an interchange at their crossing of the
Estrella. (Nick Taratsas and Al Ambrock). |

. The proposed ADOT right-of-way is 600 feet wide west of Grand Avenue (to allow for the
ramps and frontage roads) and 300 feet wide east of Grand Avenue.

George Flanagan then proceeded to describe the seven alternatives for the Estrella/Railroad crossing
(see handout material). This included both present and future costs as well as safety issues and
construction issues. The recommended alternative is number 7, the widened half bridge. This would

“consist of a bridge wide enough to carry two lanes of traffic in each direction with shoulders and a
concrete barrier in the median. Initially, the bridge would be striped for one lane in each direction,
and then re-striped in the future when warranted by traffic. The two alternatives for realigning 163rd
Avenue were studied to identify the costs associated with eliminating the 163rd Avenue at-grade
railroad crossing. Questions and comments included: :

. Access needs to be provided at Grand Avenue to and from the Estrella, a partial cloverleaf
was sketched on the display map.

. ADOT expressed concern about the need for two signals on Grand Avenue if a partial
cloverleaf were built.

. Other alignment concepts for 163rd Avenue could be less costly.

. The partial cloverleaf construction would add another 3 to 4 million dollars to the cost

estimate and would significantly increase the right-of-way costs.

A Tradition of Excellence Since 1915
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Tom Buick then led a discussion on funding scenarios. The consensus appeared to favor alternative
7, but modification was needed to provide access at Grand Avenue. The attached mark-up of the
funding options display was developed as a rough guide of where funding might come from.

It was agreed that a follow-up meeting was necessary in order to explore the access issue at Grand
Avenue. A date was set on Feb. 22, 1996 at 10:00am. The agenda will include cost and right-of-way
issues for the interchange at Grand Avenue and additional discussion of funding availability from all
involved stakeholders.
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ESTRELLA RAILROAD CROSSING ALTERNATIVES MEETING

PROJECT LOCATION: 250' Northeast of Grand Avenue and SR303
: _ Intersection :

DATE OF MEETING: Wednesday, January, 31, 1996

TIME: _ 10:00 a.m.

LOCATION OF MEETING:  Maricopa County Department of Transportation
- Apache Conference Room
2901 West Durango Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85009 <
AGENDA
1. Introduction Louis Schmitt, MCDOT =
2. Discussion of Railroad Crossing Alternatives George Flanagan,

‘Gannett Fleming

A. Current At Grade

B. - Half Bridge (Staged)
C. Full Bridge

D. 163rd Realignment
E. Below Grade

3. Evaluation of Alternatives George Flanagan,
A. Advantages/Disadvantages _ Gannett Fleming
B Recommended Alternative :
4 Funding Louis Schmitt, MCDOT
A. Private Sector
B. BNSF Railroad
C. MCDOT
D. ADOT
E. Federal
F. Cities
5. Implementation Plan - Louis Schmitt, MCDOT
A Lead Agency ' .
B. Timing
C. Coordination Activities
6. Questions and Answers o All 7
7. Adjournment
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3001 East C lback Road
ENGINEERS AND PLANNERS | 3001 East Cameloack Boa
Fax: (602) 553-8816
Office: (602) 553-8817

Meeting Minutes

Subject: Interim Estrella Roadway - Access at Grand Avenue

Date: February 22, 1996 @ 10:00am
Location: MCDOT, Apache Conference Room
Attendees: See attached list

Followi'ng a selfintroduction by each attendee, Louis Schmitt gave a brief introduction, background and
purpose of this meeting. George Flanagan then reviewed the meeting minutes from the January 31, 1996
meeting and summarized that meeting’s major conclusions:

. Alt. 7 (widened Half-Bridge) was the preferred alternative

. Direct access was needed at Grand Avenue to/from the Estrella Roadway
. Funding uncertainties were a major cOncem

_Since the meeting on January 31, an alternative for Grand Avenue access has been developed. Design

criteria for these interchange ramps was set at 45 miles-per-hour. Mr. Flanagan reviewed this alternative
which was displayed in plan view. The concept consisted of loop ramps on the west side of Grand Avenue.
The ramps intersected Grand Avenue approximately 1/4 mile south and north of the Estrella Bridge (1/2
mile spacing for the signals). The estimated cost to add these ramps to Altemative 7 was $3.5 million. "The
total construction cost for Alternative 7 increased form $4.1 million to $7.6 million. In addition,
approximately 76-acres of extra right-of-way would be needed for these ramps (the $7.6 million does not
include this R/W cost). '

Louis Schmitt then opened the meeting up to discussion of funding solutions. Based on input from the
various agencies, no additional funding sources had been uncovered. Comments included:

. BNSF Railroad believes the County will have to re-visit the Corporation Commission before
constructing the at-grade altemative. Funds from the railroad (up to 10%) can only be provided
if an existing railroad crossing is closed. The proposed Estrella railroad crossing does not qualify
as an existing crossing. '

+  ADOT has no funds available for the Estrella Corridor. The 1/2 mile spacing of signals on Grand
Avenue is acceptable for traffic operations. . v

«  Private landowners strongly favor providing access at Grand Avenue-(either with an at-grade
roadway or a bridge with ramps). '

. Development plans for single family homes are pro gressing rapidly in the southwest quadrant. If

the loop ramps are to be implemented, coordination needs to happen quickly amongst the County,
the City of Surprise and the developer.

. Maricopa Courity is proceeding with the design of an at-grade roadway. 90% plans are due in

March. Construction could occur as soon as December, 1996. If funding became available for
Alternative 7, the at-grade plans would be modified to incorporate the widened half-bridge.

" A Tradition of Excellence Since 1915
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ESTRELLA RAILROAD CROSSING ALTERNATIVES MEETIN-G

PROJECT LOCATION: 250" Northeast of Grand Averue and SR303
‘ Intersection

DATE CF MEETING: Thursday, February 22, 1996

TIME: ' 10:00 a.m.

LOCATION OF MEETING: Maricopa County Department of Transportation
Apache Conference Room

2901 West Durango Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85009

AGENDA

1. Introduction " Louis Schmitt, MCDOT

2. Review of January 31, 1996 Meeting George Flanagan
: A. Meeting Minutes '

B. Railroad Crossing Alternatives

C. Preferred Alternative ”

Traffic Interchange Alignment Stud George Flanagan
A. Design Criteria -
B. Cost
C. Right of Way
4, Funding (continued from 1-31-96) Louis Schmitt, MCDOT
A. Private Sector ' '
B. BNSF Railroad
C. MCDOT
D. ADOT
E. Federal
F. Cities
5. Implementation Plan (continued from 1-31-96) Louis Schmitt, MCDOT
A. Lead Agency
B. Timing

C. Coordination Activities
6. Questions and Answers All

7. Adjournment
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CONSTRUCTION COST
FUNDING OPTIONS
(1996 3)

Private

Railroad

MCDOT

ADOT

Federal

Cities

 Totals ' LS4aM 87.6M 9. 1M




